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Solarcity Corporation (“SolarCity”) submits this letter in response to the correspondence from Chairman 
Mayes dated October 20,2010, soliciting responses to various questions relating to Arizona utilities’ 
2011 Renewable Energy Implementation Plans and other more general renewable energy issues. 
Solarcity appreciates the opportunity to respond to these important questions and looks forward to 
discussing these issues in more detail with the Chairman and the Commission a t  upcoming hearings. 
The following response follows Chairman Mayes’ correspondence and responds to the issues as they 
were raised in that letter. Issues not addressed are issues on which Solarcity has no opinion a t  this time. 

Residential Distributed Enernv Programs 

Should an incentive step-down program take into account factors other than simply the number of MWs 
installed? 

Solarcity believes that a MW or number-of-system based step-down program is appropriate. One of the 
keys to the pre-set and announced step-down procedure is that it gives clear signals to the market that 
are predictable and certain. Solarcity believes that the addition of other factors (for example; module 
prices, payback periods, tax incentive levels etc) can create a situation where the step-down becomes 
unpredictable and therefore, it does not provide the needed certainty to the market. 

Is the $ l /wat t  rapid reservation proposal appropriate? 

Solarcity believes that the rapid reservation concept is a sound one worth exploring. However, $l/watt 
is far too low to encourage a healthy market. Solarcity proposes that a rapid reservation program be 
instituted that allows for the rapid reservation of projects that are willing to accept a rebate that is 
$0.20/watt lower than the utility’s prevailing rebate amount. For example, if the rebate offered is 

$1.75/watt then the rapid reservation amount would be set a t  $1.55/watt. Solarcity believes that the 
rapid reservation process as proposed herein is an excellent way to help avoid backlogs while allowing 
the industry to continue to grow and drive down prices using healthy economics. 

Should money be transferred from the commercial to the residential DG rebate pool? 

Solarcity does not believe it is appropriate to allow further transfer of funds between the residential and 
commercial DG rebate pools. The Commission’s previously approved $20 million assignment of 
residential funds into the APS non-residential pool to allow for additional school programs was prior to 
an explosion in the residential market and a t  a time where it seemed unlikely that the residential market 
would begin to  comply so quickly. With both residential and non-residential pools fully subscribed a t  

this time, a transfer of funds would have an immediate negative impact on the program losing funding. 



Solarcity supports the Commission in approving the injection of an additional $20 million into the APS 
residential rebate pool to make up for the $20 million that was transferred out in 2009 but does not 
support taking these funds from the non-residential program. 

Should unused RESTfunds be moved to the residential programs? 

Solarcity supports the idea of injecting funds into the residential DG rebate pool from programs that are 
not being fully utilized. An important consideration given the current economic status is that funds 
utilized in the residential DG program are driving job creation in Arizona at just the right time. To the 
extent that otherwise unused dollars can be directed towards the residential DG side, the Commission 
can be assured that not only will it be immediately getting clean green solar energy installed but that 
jobs will be created and saved. This is a powerful argument for allowing any unsubscribed REST funds 
from underperforming programs to be transferred into the residential rebate pool. 

Viability of Securitv DeDosits 

Should utilities require security deposits for RFP or PBI-based renewable energy programs? 

Solarcity believes that refundable security deposits must be combined with other measures to solve the 
problems that current RFP/PBI-based programs present. The current PBI reservation system in Arizona 
could be improved. Often, projects that are speculative and economically inefficient or even not a t  al l  
viable appear to be routinely receiving reservations even though they are never to be built a t  the 
expense of viable and imminent projects. The fact that these speculative projects do not get built is not 
just bad for the implementation of solar energy but it also comes a t  the cost of increased job creation. 
Solarcity believes that it is in the best interest of the state and the market players that the RFP/PBI 
programs be reworked to promote viable, economically sound, and imminent projects. 

Feed-i n Tariff proposa Is 

Should Feed-in Tariff generation count against utility or distributed generation requirements? 

Solarcity strongly urges the Commission to require Feed-in Tariff generation to count against the 
utilities’ utility-scale REST requirements. This generation does not offset the siting customer’s load and 
is wholesale energy to the utility. It would be a stretch to characterize the energy produced and sold to 
the utility as anything other than utility-scale. The fact that the solar panels themselves may be located 
on a rooftop does not change the fact that this generation should be counted toward the REST’S utility- 
scale requirements. 

Research and C)evelopment/Studies 



Should there be a study of issues surrounding the regulation of for-profit third party SSA providers? 

Solarcity is supportive of resolving the for-profit SSA provider issue. Solarcity proposes that the 
Commission review the record of the Solarcity Docket and issue a Policy Statement indicating i ts support 
for for-profit customers utilizing SSAs to finance the installation of solar. Solarcity believes there is 
ample evidence to show that for-profit users of SSA financing are primarily concerned with financing the 
acquisition of solar panels and not with the act of purchasing energy from a third party provider and 
thus a Policy Statement would be appropriate. 

Solarcity appreciates the opportunity to provide its responses to the issues set forth above. We look 
forward to further discussion of these important issues. 

Sincerely, 

John Stanton 
Vice President, Government Affairs 
Solarcity 


